REMARKS: 



Claims 1-11 and 30-47 were pending in the application. Claims 1, 5, 7-9, 11, and 35-44 
have been amended. Claims 2-4, 6, 10, and 47 have been canceled. Therefore, claims 1,5, 7-9, 
11, and 35-46 remain pending in this application. Reconsideration is respectfully requested in 
view of the following remarks. 

Support for the amendments can at least be found throughout the specification, including 
the originally filed claims, as well as at the following locations of the published version of the 
specification (U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0078387): HH15-16; HH33-34 (including Tables I and II); and 
1158 (including Table XXII). 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103 

Claims 1-11 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Knoblock et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,023,699) in view of Rivette et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,339,767). 
Claims 30-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rivette in view 
of Knoblock and Fisher et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,247,128). Claim 46 stands rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Knoblock in view of Rivette, Fisher, and Chang 
(U.S. Patent 6,061,515). Applicant has amended the claims, and disagrees with the above 
rejections. 

Amended claim 1 is patentably distinct from the combination of Knoblock and Rivette, 
which fails to teach at least two elements of amended claim 1 . 

First, Knoblock and Rivette fail to teach or suggest "a unit parameter list storage table 
containing information regarding configuration parameter values for" "one or more parts 
in [a] unit parts list storage table, wherein the configuration parameter values provide data 
unique to the function of the one or more parts within the unit of manufacture," as 
recited in claim 1 . 

The Examiner asserts that Knoblock discloses the "unit parameter list storage table" 
of claim 1 at col. 13, lines 30-60. Office Action at 13. However, what Knoblock discloses 
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is "[a] user has the option to modify [a] shelf," including "adding, moving, and deleting 
modules." Knoblock at col. 13, lines 18-20. (A "shelf," in the context of Knoblock, is 
"network equipment." A shelf may "contain[] a plurality of vertically positioned slots" in 
which "[c]ircuit cards" or "other types of modules are installed." Id. at col. 1, lines 55-61.) 
Knoblock further teaches that "[ajfter the user has completed modifying the shelf," "the 
configured shelf is stored in [a] configuration library." Id. at col. 13, lines 32-34. 

However, "adding" or "deleting" a "module" from a "configuration" for a "shelf," 
id. at col. 13, lines 19 and 32-33, does not teach or suggest that "data unique to the 
function of "one or more parts within [a] unit of manufacture" is contained in "a unit 
parameter list storage table," as recited in amended claim 1 . The mere presence or absence 
of a particular module in Knoblock' s "configuration library" (due to that module being 
added or deleted, for example) does not teach or suggest anything concerning the function 
of that module. Knoblock therefore does not teach "a unit parameter list storage table 
containing information regarding configuration parameter values for" "one or more parts 
in [a] unit parts list storage table, wherein the configuration parameter values provide data 
unique to the function of the one or more parts within the unit of manufacture," as recited 
in claim 1 . 

The Examiner has not cited Rivette as teaching the above limitation. This is 
unsurprising, as Rivette is "directed to" entirely different subject matter: an "invention 
[that] maintains" "first databases of patents, and second databases of non-patent 
information of interest to a corporate entity." Rivette at col. 3, line 65 to col. 4, line 3. 

Second, Knoblock and Rivette fail to disclose a "location information lookup 

table" that comprises "information indicating, for each one of a plurality of available 
locations in the unit of manufacture, whether that location is required to be populated by a 
part" as recited in amended claim 1 . Knoblock does not disclose anywhere the concept of 
"information indicating whether" an "available location[] in [a] unit of manufacture" is 
" required to be populated by a part." Rivette also fails to disclose the above limitation, 
which is unsurprising considering Rivette's subject matter. See Rivette at col. 3, line 65 to 
col. 4, line 3. 
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The Examiner has thus failed to make a prima facie case of obviousness with regard 
to claim 1 because the combination of Knoblock and Rivette fails to teach a "unit 
parameter list storage table" that "provide[s] data unique to the function of "one or more 
parts within [a] unit of manufacture," or a "location information lookup table" that 
comprises "information indicating, for each one of a plurality of available locations in the 
unit of manufacture, whether that location is required to be populated by a part." Applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Applicant further submits that the combination of Knoblock and Rivette does not 
disclose at least one limitation of claim 8. Neither of those references teach or suggest an 
"interface definition lookup table" that "defines interfaces for a plurality of parts in [a] parts 
information lookup table, wherein the interfaces are potential locations for electrical and/or 
mechanical connections between parts." The Examiner cites Knoblock at col. 17, lines 15-50 as 
disclosing "an interface definition lookup tabic," but what Knoblock teaches there is "placing 
generic racks in field sites." Knoblock at col. 17, line 1. Knoblock further teaches that "generic 
racks are typically replaced with manufacturer specific racks." Id. at col. 17, lines 8-10. Knoblock 
additionally describes a "process" "to replace a generic [rack] footprint" in which "an eligible rack 
configuration list is presented to [a] user." Id. at col. 17, lines 14-18 and lines 24-25. 

Knoblock fails, however, to teach an "interface definition lookup table" wherein "interfaces 
are potential locations for electrical and/or mechanical connections between parts" as recited in 
claim 8. Knoblock merely teaches that "replac[ing]" a "generic rack" with a "manufacturer specific 
rack" can be accomplished. Knoblock at col. 17, lines 8-10. Knoblock does not, for example, teach 
that a specific " location " "on" a "generic rack" or a "manufacturer specific rack" has the "potential" 
"for [an] electrical and/or mechanical connectionf]" to a "part[]." Applicant thus submits that 
Knoblock thus does not teach the "interface definition lookup table" that is recited in claim 8. 
Rivette also fails to disclose the above limitation of claim 8 (which, again, is unsurprising 
given Rivette's subject matter.) 

The Examiner has thus also failed to make a prima facie case of obviousness with 
regard to claim 8 because the combination of Knoblock and Rivette fails to teach or 
suggest an "interface definition lookup table" wherein "interfaces are potential locations for 
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electrical and/or mechanical connections between parts." Applicant respectfully requests 
withdrawal of the rejection of claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

For at least reasons similar to those provided above in support of claim 1, Applicant also 
requests the withdrawal of the rejections of amended claim 35 and amended claim 40. Because at 
least claims 1, 35, and 40 are believed to be patentably distinct, Applicant also requests the 
withdrawal of the rejections under § 103 of dependent claims 5, 7-9, 11, 36-39, and 41-46. 
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CONCLUSION: 



Applicant submits the application is in condition for allowance, and an early notice to 
that effect is requested. 

If any extension of time (under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136) is necessary to prevent the above- 
referenced application from becoming abandoned, Applicant hereby petitions for such extension. 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge any fees that may be required, or credit any 
overpayment, to Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert & Goetzel, P.C. Deposit Account No. 
501505/6057-58302/DMM. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: March 13. 2009 By : /Dean M. Munyon/ 

Dean M. Munyon 
Reg. No. 42,914 



Meyertons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert & Goetzel, P.C. 
P. O. Box 398 
Austin, Texas 78767 
(512) 853-8847 
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